T echnical writing includes a variety of tasks, ranging from conducting and reporting research for corporate management to composing online documentation. Technical writing may also include the writing of subject matter experts, such as engineers, who "write reports, proposals, and correspondence" (Selzer, 1983, p. 179) , or others who, as Winsor (1994b) explained, produce representations and inscriptions in the form of "presentations" or "symbols other than words" (p. 344). In many technical writing situations, subject matter experts and technical writers collaborate to author documents. As Emerson (1987) described it, "In practice many technical documents are written by a group of people rather than by an individual. Each person working on the project must understand and carry out his or her role in the production of the final document" (p. 29). However, this article explores only those relationships involving subject matter experts and technical writers.
In these relationships between subject matter experts and technical writers, a power differential sometimes exists that affects the technical writing situation. Although technical writers are sometimes treated well by subject matter experts (see Bloom, 2001) , evidence during the past few years indicates that many technical writers are marginalized by subject matter experts in various hierarchical relationships (e.g., Grove, Lundgren, & Hayes, 1992; Henry, 1994; Walkowski, 1991) . For instance, the responses from Lee and Mehlenbacher's (2000) survey on TECHWR-L Listserv reflect the marginal status of numerous technical writers in various technical writing situations today. According to Lee and Mehlenbacher, " the two most common responses to the question 'What do you dislike about working with SMEs [subject matter experts]?' were 'they don't give enough of their time' and 'they don't respect the writer's role in the development process.'" The survey revealed that subject matter experts showed their lack of consideration for technical writers by, for instance, not returning their "review copy of documents or answering questions in a timely fashion" (p. 546). Furthermore, technical writers responding to the survey "resented the stereotype of writers as 'glorified secretaries'" (p. 547).
To further understand why such marginalization happens and what new measures we in the technical writing community can adopt to create dialogue in these situations, we need to theorize the subjectivity of the subject matter experts who marginalize technical writers and, conversely, the marginalized technical writers.
CURRENT THEORIES ABOUT TECHNICAL WRITERS' SUBJECTIVITY
Although Slack, Miller, and Doak (1993) have theorized the subjectivity of marginalized technical writers and produced the framework for defining technical writing authorship, their work leaves scope for further theorizing. These authors pointed out that because much of the technical writing that occurs today involves nonspecialists writing to convey specialized content for a variety of audiences, we can have three views of the technical writer's role. The first commonly held view is that technical writers merely transmit knowledge clearly without altering its meaning in any way. The second view is that technical writers translate knowledge. They are more than just technical writers; they are technical communicators. In this view, technical communicators have the agency to make sure that the "preferred dominant meanings" (p. 22) are communicated. Because of their understanding of rhetoric, technical communicators are able to encode content effectively to meet the different needs of different audiences. The technical communicator, therefore, has the power to improve or decrease the clarity with which content is communicated. The third view that these theorists offered is that technical communicators make meaning. They are as important to the meaning-making process as subject matter experts and, as a result, become "complicit" in the "production, reproduction, and subversion" (p. 31) of power as they coproduce meaning with subject matter experts. Technical communicators, therefore, get implicated in the various power relations that are a part of the communication process and become responsible not only for transmitting knowledge but also for producing it.
Although Slack et al. (1993) shed new light on unfair perceptions of technical writers and how they should be perceived, we need to further examine the reasons why they have been perceived unfairly. Doing so will enable us to understand in greater detail why technical writers should be viewed as coproducers of meaning as well as why subject matter specialists disempower and marginalize technical writers by often viewing them as mere transmitters or translators of knowledge. Examining technical authorship in light of critical theories about authorship, liminality, and colonization will help us to better understand technical and professional writers' marginalization.
In the following sections, I briefly explain why technical writers should be considered liminal subjects-that is, those who, through their knowledge of rhetoric, are able to understand the rhetorics of various disciplines and, as a result, also intervene in those rhetorics. Following that, I examine how modernism constructs authorship and to what extent such constructions of the author are valid in a conversation involving the relationship between subject matter experts and technical writers. Then I use postcolonial theory to map the subject matter experts' marginalizing constructions of technical writers' subjectivity. Finally, I discuss how liminal practice can deconstruct subject matter experts' technophilia by writing for "dummies."
But before developing the notion of liminality, I would like to render a caveat against essentializing and stereotyping subject matter experts, setting them up as egregiously domineering adversaries who never understand the value of rhetoric and are always malignantly attempting to dominate technical writers. Subjectivity is complex, and so are subject matter experts.
DISCURSIVE COMPLEXITIES AND DISCURSIVE REGULARITIES
The modernist era characterized by the "Taylorization of the workplace" produced "systematic management," and the "the structure of these corporations at the core . . . was one of absolute control" (Henry, 2000, p. 5) . Subject matter experts, occupying key roles in the production process, had specifically hierarchical roles to play in this process. Hence, subject matter experts, as they collaborate with technical writers to produce documents, are schooled into being native informants of their particular disciplines for technical writers. Therefore, even if subject matter experts do view technical writers as less knowledeagble, these experts may not be deliberately trying to malign technical writers as, for example, profiteering colonizers did to the colonized. Modernism, with its emphasis on disciplinary specialization, puts pressure on subject matter experts to take responsibility for the product and all materials accompanying the product. Hence, if subject matter experts take excessive authority in technical writing situations, we need to understand that they may be compelled to do so by disciplinary expectations to be responsible for the product's success. As a result, subject matter experts may be motivated to take control of the documents accompanying a product as well. Thus, motivated out of professionalism, subject matter experts who are, for instance, used to stringing nouns as a "common shortcut" may resist good rhetorical practices when editors unstring such noun sequences. In such situations, overbearing subject matter experts may believe that such good rhetorical practices denote "a lack of familiarity with common phrasing and hence, perhaps a lack of experience in the profession" (p. 83).
Similarly, we should be careful not to assume categorically that subject matter experts will always view technical writers negatively. In his transcript of his interview with Stuart Hall, Grossberg (1996) described Hall as arguing that there are different regimes of truth in the social formation. And these are not simply "plural"-they define an ideological field of force. There are subordinated regimes of truth which make sense, which have some plausibility, for subordinated subjects, while not being part of the dominant episteme. (p. 136) Because the frameworks produced by these different truth "regimes" may compete or ally with each other, they produce discursive effects that could open the subject matter experts' partial vision to views that go beyond those of just one framework. As a result, technical writers may sometimes come across subject matter experts who do not necessarily view technical writers as their ignorant "other." Thus, there can be discursive situations in workplace cultures in which hierarchies get flattened (Henry, 2000, p. 117) , resulting in, as in the case of Mary's workplace, "a nonhierarchical environment" that "allows its employees to efficiently produce collaboratively written documents" (p. 240). Henry noted that "the flattening of hierarchy should logically entail a redistribution of profits among contributors to value" (p. 117). He cited examples of small workplace cultures where family-based environments produced more-dialogic relationships. Describing a workplace situation, Nancy, one of Henry's students, pointed out that although "the question of who is an expert appeared repeatedly, . . . each member of the company realized the importance of her own roles and the need for collaboration to produce a document" (p. 241).
My own experience as a technical editor for a curriculum writing project at a midwestern research university supports the notion that subject matter experts can be democratic and respectful of technical writers' authority. I worked on a team with three subject matter experts writing science curriculum for school students. The chief subject matter expert who directed the whole process was a distinguished professor of science education. As director, he not only allowed me to intervene fully in the documents produced; he also told the other subject matter experts who were writing the curriculum that they had to discuss their writing with me and, when necessary, take my advice. Examining these and other similar situations will reveal that the subjectivity of subject matter experts is complex.
Just as not all subject matter experts dominate technical writers, not all marginalized technical writers are marginalized against their wishes. The marginalization of technical writers may happen in different ways. In some cases, technical writers may have a better understanding of their rhetorical skills and attempt to resist marginalizing discursive regularities (disempowering practices that, in occurring repeatedly, form a pattern). Savage and Sullivan (2000) provided many examples of technical writers (see Jong, 2001; Kenney, 2001) who, marginalized against their wishes, felt completely disempowered because their rhetorical skills were ignored.
But in other situations, technical writers, motivated by modernist ideologies, may themselves resist any attempts to change those marginalizing discursive regularities. For example, Porter and Sullivan (1996) , in their article about mapping the use of "computers and writing in the workplace," described situations in which, despite Sullivan and Porter's intervention, the writers and other professionals involved did not change their understanding of writing or the practices that constitute their writing process. In the few situations Porter and Sullivan observed, they were able to identify four positions based on "abstract theory," "empirical reflection," "situated theory," and "empirical practice" that reflected the complexity of the relationships involved in the technical writers' situations. For these writers, abstract theory "focuses on abstract relationships and identities and does not situate its thoughts in particulars [believed or observed] ; the position of ahistorical meta narrative" (p. 310), and Max, one of the technical writers studied, illustrated this position:
He wanted to believe in the importance of observing the particular behaviors of the users he studied-yet he deflected the data of their "practices," by interpreting all of their actions in terms of an overall Theory of text, System, and User which he was not willing to surrender or revise. In his theory, the system is a given, and the trick to writing documentation is to produce a piece of documentation that will help the ignorant user understand . . . the system. (p. 311) But despite the existence of such complexities-complexities that are the product of "different regimes of truth," including "subordinated regimes of truth which make sense" (Grossberg, 1996, p. 136) to subordinated subjects-a dominant episteme still operates within discursive formations. Such a dominant episteme will produce discursive regularities that occur repeatedly across a particular discursive formation. Thus, the dominant epistemology that organizes the status and functioning of technical writers may include patterns of discursive practices that disempower and marginalize technical writers, despite the plurality of various technical writing situations and the complexity of subject matter experts' subjectivity. Such practices occur regularly across different discursive situations. Consequently, researchers attempting to pinpoint these discursive regularities in encounters between subject matter experts and technical writers should theorize the regularities but avoid stereotyping the subjects involved.
TECHNICAL WRITERS AS LIMINAL SUBJECTS
Recognizing the variability and complexity of discursive subjectivity, I would like to build on Slack et al.'s (1993) claims by arguing that technical writers are liminal subjects who occupy a liminal space. The writer who is most known for having theorized liminality is Turner (1974) , who discussed liminality as a state of flux that emerges at a particular stage in the temporal process of a community. He viewed the movement of communities from one epoch, or stage, to another as a transitional state between two epochs that are, in comparison, not in such a condition of flux. He argued that a transitional state follows a break from normal cultural patterns; such a state is characterized by the formations of alliances within this new liminal space. At such times a sense of "communitas" (p. 251) overwhelms the community, resulting in practices that question the normal practices of the community. Following the liminal stage, the community slips back into a stage governed once again by a normal and stable set of practices. Thus, when the condition of flux is resolved, the liminal state either reverts back to the former cultural system, with some adjustments, or remains a greatly changed structure. Thus, although the liminal may go against order and against regular structures, it has the potential to form new and different structures. Liminal states, therefore, have the potential to change the current functioning of discourse.
Building on Turner's (1974) notion of an in-between and fluid stage between normative stages in the timeline of a community or culture, some have used this concept to locate the liminal, not only in temporal processes but in spatial terms as well. For example, the cultural critic Bhaba (1994) , while discussing liminal interstices, used Renee Green's notion of liminality to theorize such spaces. For Green, liminality involved fluid spaces located between communities with wellestablished discursive frameworks:
I used architecture literally as a reference, using the attic, the boiler room, and the stairwell to make associations between certain binary divisions such as higher and lower and heaven and hell. The stairwell became a liminal space, a pathway between the upper and lower areas, each of which was annotated with plaques referring to blackness and whiteness. (qtd. in Bhaba, p. 4) Hence, for Bhaba, the stairwell became the liminal space allowing the "hither and thither of the stairwell, the temporal movement" (p. 4).
Liminality could, therefore, also be characterized as the transitional state, or space, comprising the boundary between different states of existence or between different communities that allows the temporal "hither and thither" movements between communities. A subject position located between two other dominant groups could, therefore, be considered to comprise a liminal space. Liminal spaces are different from normal spaces located within particular discourses because of their flexibility and openness. Well-established discourse communities have clearly developed discursive patterns, social structures, mores, and conventions. People who want to belong to an established discourse community will be expected to find a place in the social structures, to learn the social conventions, and to act in accordance with the discourse community's discursive patterns. These facets of a community, even if they are not set in stone and may change slowly over time, provide a stability that may prevent new structures and patterns from becoming accepted in the community. Hence, those who are strongly established within a particular discourse community have also internalized the community's particular frameworks and viewpoints, and their horizons are defined by those frameworks.
However, people in liminal positions, which may be formed spatially between communities, can experience the influence of frameworks from different communities. Thus, people in these liminal positions, because they are not located firmly within the discursive patterns of a community, have more opportunities to form practices that transgress some of those discursive patterns. Because different discursive patterns compete in liminal spaces, people occupying these liminal spaces-that is, liminal subjects-normally should be able to intervene in, and transgress, these patterns numerous times. These interventions and transgressions result in liminal subjects, such as technical writers, being able to form new horizons. Gaonkar (1990) argued that rhetorical knowledge is characteristically liminal: Academically rhetoric has never been able to determine its own fortune. It lies embedded in the cultural practices of the time. It is always already there as a supplement, as an insert. Extract it from that to which it is a supplement or from that within which it is embedded, and it evaporates. (p. 360)
The content of rhetorical knowledge is, therefore, the content of the disciplines; however, in being a "supplement" that will "evaporate" if extracted from its disciplinary content, rhetorical knowledge is different from the subject matter experts' understanding of knowledge.
Because rhetoric works across disciplines, the rhetorical practices of one discipline cannot constitute the entirety of all of rhetoric's discursive practices. In that sense, rhetoric is a liminal discipline in that it brings together the study of the rhetoric of competing discursive practices. Rhetoric's knowledge of techne, a term defined by Crowley and Hawhee (1999) as "any set of productive principles or practices" (p. 8), enables it to explore the practices of various disciplines:
Building on the systems of topics and opposed commonplaces developed by the ancients, it offers an architectonic scheme of schemes, a system of terms and coordinates by which to profile similarities and differences in philosophic schools, compare and account for variations in their textual interpretations, and provide the basis for generating new ideas and assessing old ones. The system also permits exploration of ambiguities within positions and overlaps between them. (Simons, 1990, p. 18) Thus, rhetoric, as a liminal discipline, is able to freely interact with the discursive practices of different disciplines so that new ideas and fresh knowledge of these discursive practices may emerge.
Technical writing shares this liminal status with the academic field of rhetoric. Thus, we can reclaim some of the respect due to technical writers by theorizing technical writing and the knowledge technical writers have within this liminal framework. As rhetoricians, technical writers occupy a subject position located between disciplinary communities. Equally important, in collaborative technical writing, the technical writer is also situated between the subject matter experts, who have a great deal of knowledge about their discipline, and the audience, who may know little about it. Therefore, technical writers have to mediate between subject matter experts and higher level management who have more power than they do, on one hand, and the audience, on the other (see Porter, 1992) . As a result, rhetoricians have the potential to understand various disciplinary rhetorics and, consequently, through their knowledge of rhetoric, to produce knowledge in different disciplines. In the case of technical writers, they rearticulate discipline-specific knowledge to make it accessible and useful beyond the discipline. Hence, technical writers, through their knowl-edge of rhetoric, are capable of behaving liminally as they encounter various rhetorics from different discursive frameworks.
If we define technical writers as liminal subjects in possession of liminal knowledge, then they should not claim that they have the same specialized expertise that subject matter experts have. They can, however, claim to possess knowledge on how language and culture structure thinking and, more important in the context of technical writing, how interests dominate and drive the interpretive frameworks of a discipline or organization. That is, technical writers, in their attempt to communicate content involving one discourse community to people in other discourse communities, can become keenly aware of the situated nature of different perspectives.
In their liminality, technical writers may form dialogic and syncretic frameworks that people strongly affiliated to particular disciplines may not be able to create by themselves. Those located firmly within communities are greatly influenced by the community's ideology. Technical writers, on the other hand, need not be committed to any particular disciplinary ideology. As rhetoricians, they understand, for instance, the rhetoric of positivism that may dominate some disciplines, but they may not necessarily agree with that rhetoric. As a result, they should not find it difficult to have a dialogue with perspectives based on different disciplinary ideologies. Because their liminality provides them with dialogic insights, technical writers have the potential to forge frameworks that articulate the interests of various communities. On many occasions, however, such potential is never transformed into practice. In the following section, I suggest why this happens. In the subsequent section, I discuss some frameworks that may give us some ideas about how we can encourage the dialogic and articulatory potential of technical writers' liminality.
MODERNISM AND AUTHORSHIP IN TECHNICAL WRITING
Modernism and humanism, still the dominant narratives in today's culture, value the subject matter experts' knowledge more than that of technical writers and, as such, have the potential to produce uninformed dualistic thinking (see Perry, 1970) . Uninformed dualistic thinking, a product of reductive modernist rationality, may produce, as Ronald and Roskelly (1990) pointed out, using Anne Berthoff's words, "killer dichotomies" (p. ix). I make a distinction between informed and uninformed dualistic thinking because various scholars and writers support opposing viewpoints and are able to develop support for their truth claims using scholarship and reason.
Uninformed dualism is dangerous because it reduces complexity and ignores those aspects of reality that are on the negative side of the binary. Subject matter experts who are influenced by modernism and humanism superficially assume that the content the language represents can be considered separate from the language, or the form. By separating form and content, subject matter experts also believe that language can be a completely transparent tool that can represent reality unproblematically. They do not acknowledge the extent to which culture affects language and makes language a mediating factor in various representations. Hence, some subject matter experts may view technical writers' work as less important because these experts see form and content as two mutually exclusive entities. When content and form are seen as an absolute binary, they are viewed as opposites. Form is merely a tool that will enable writers to express content. Asking these subject matter experts to deconstruct the binary between content and form may seem to them to be calling for too radical a change in their worldview. Hence, the perceived threat of having their whole worldview turned upside down can create such a negative effect that subject matter experts are unable to change their views and become reflective thinkers. Therefore, some subject matter experts have difficulty understanding the extent to which, in various contexts, knowledge can be rhetorical and, hence, the value technical writers and communicators have as rhetoricians. The implication of such uninformed dualism, then, is that technical writers will specialize in a field such as computer science, mechanical engineering, or pharmacy and only write in an industry associated with that field. As a result, because of their inability to understand liminal knowledge, both management and subject matter experts are not always inclined, in their mental schemas, to accommodate technical writers as authors.
The form versus content binary further creates the binary of romantic creator versus modernist instrumentalist transporter by valorizing in the field of technical writing notions of individual authorship common in nontechnical writing contexts. Subject matter experts, such as theorists and philosophers, in nontechnical writing contexts are considered capable of producing new knowledge in various fields and, as a result, the ones who have authority to speak on those areas of knowledge. In these nontechnical writing contexts, the individual author would like to take credit for having the intelligence and, in some cases, the courage, to make epistemic claims or create fresh representations. Rhetorical authority in many nontechnical writing situations is, therefore, associated with an individual who, as an icon in the discourse, becomes both a guru and spokesperson for the discourse. Hence, in postcolonial theory, we have some theorists who, for the discourse, have become signifiers of reliable scholarship and trustworthy altruism because they are deemed able to produce unique knowledge that has long-term value.
Collaborative technical writing, on the other hand, generally produces texts having immediate application but no long-term value in comparison with, say, that of a work of philosophy. Such writing usually occurs in commercial organizations where subject matter experts who do research for these organizations may not always be able to validate notions of autonomous authorship by being able to put their names on written documents at all times. More often than not, the organization retains rights to their intellectual endeavors, and when discoveries are made, the organization claims credit for those discoveries. Thus, even if a technical document bears a human name, the rhetorical authority the document possesses comes from the organization that produces the document rather than from the people or person who wrote it. The corporation guarantees that its specialists have mastery over the content.
But despite organizations' seeming devalorization of the individual author, subject matter experts' belief in the form-content binary prevents dialogue and valorizes the romantic individual author. I am not arguing that there is absolutely no dialogue in technical writing discourses; dialogue may occur but sometimes only among experts who cannot comprehend what technical writers could contribute to it. As a result, subject matter experts under modernist influence behave like postcolonial native informants who are considered the last authority in all matters related to postcolonial issues. In that discursive context, they become the discipline (as one French king claimed that he was the state) and, consequently, also claim, as native informants for technical writers, the rhetorical authority that comes with it. The subject matter expert feels responsible for being epistemic and producing content knowledge. Because technical writers do not possess such content knowledge, they are considered incapable of being epistemic in salient matters. Hence, many subject matter experts believe that they should have more authority than technical writers (see Jong, 2001; Kenney, 2001 ).
So, even though technical writers and subject matter experts may have no desire or expectation to practice the sort of modernist individualistic authorship inspired by genius-that is, they do not expect to have a byline on texts they produce-and they may all accept and understand that ownership and authority for the text is corporate, ownership and authority issues still arise over knowledge, responsibilities, professional decision making, and interpersonal and organizational status and power. Rhetorical agency/authority in technical writing situations often involves issues of style, purpose, audience, context, organization, time allocation, and other management decisions. All or many of the stakeholders-writers, editors, managers, subject matter experts-vie for authority regarding some or all of these concerns. Thus, the occasional tensions and disagreements about texts in workplace settings probably stem mostly from people's sense of what is true, organizationally appropriate, practical, and valuable. Although researchers and writers in corporations know that the corporation owns their research, they may still feel personally invested in those texts.
The form-content binary, by valorizing the individual author, also leads to the creation of yet another binary: epistemic responsibility versus audience responsibility. As native informants and, hence, authors as well, subject matter experts often believe that they have the onerous task of maintaining a reputation that could easily be lost. In doing so, writers may, as in Brown's (1996) research, think audience is not important and that "the author's first responsibility [is] to the subject matter of the research," implying that the subject matter can speak for itself. Consequently, these experts devalorize knowledge of language. As one scientist summed it up: "Loyalty to audience" was "equated with persuasiveness and bad science, two constructs that were, in his view, outside the proper realm of R&D reports" (p. 51).
In contrast, technical writers, as liminal subjects, practice the opposite of dualistic thinking. As people who interact with different frameworks, they understand the strengths and weaknesses of each framework. They are also more aware of the various frameworks shaping their understanding and worldview. Thus, they are conscious of the limitations of particular categories, definitions, and various rhetorical elements that constitute a community's store of knowledge. By possessing rhetorical skills necessary for communicating specialized information to lay audiences, they can take responsibility for protecting the audience's interests. But such practice is often hindered by subject matter experts under the influence of the form-content binary who, because of their devaluing of audience responsibility and their inability to understand the category of the liminal, view technical writers as their ignorant other, as I explain in the next section.
OTHERING AND MARGINALIZING REPRESENTATIONS OF TECHNICAL WRITERS
In this section, I show that the marginalization of technical writers can be situated within postcolonial theory. The following illustration demonstrates my use of this theory.
1
I have had the privilege of seeing how technical writers and editors work at a prestigious midwestern financial institution. These technical writers produced texts for subject matter experts from various departments. The writing team used various strategies to make the documents both clear and interesting. Because these documents would be read by people in the field offices, the document's audience needed to be able to understand the document clearly without help from people in the company's main office.
The purpose of the document, then, was to communicate information that could be clearly understood by workers in the field office. Hence, the writing team attempted to frame the information through the creative use of metaphors and stories. In one text, they used the Sherlock Holmes detective narrative, and in another, they structured the information using a baseball metaphor to frame some very complex financial information. Although the subject matter experts said that the document was good and had approved the content early in the production process, when the time came for the final review, after an extensive critique, more than 60% of the document had to be changed at the last minute. In other words, despite their prior approval, the subject matter experts demanded that the writing team make changes because, as content specialists, they knew that doing so was their prerogative.
Talking to both the senior editor and senior writer, I became aware of how much specialized knowledge they possessed. In our conversations, they mentioned how disciplinary knowledges can create in the minds of content specialists terministic screens-that is, frames of reference that enable us to see certain things and keep us from seeing some others. In their view, such terministic screens can keep content specialists unaware of their own tacit knowledges. Hence, subject matter experts are sometimes unable to communicate content because they just do not have an understanding of how much to communicate. Similarly, the senior writer and editor brought up the topic of different learning approaches in different cultures. They mentioned how subject matter experts sometimes struggled with accepting documents that created perspectives that would make learning a fun activity. For many subject matter experts, learning had to be serious and boring because those were the learning approaches their disciplinary cultures favored. We could argue that the real offense, however, was that the subject matter experts did not object to the factual accuracy or content errors but to what they considered trivialization of their domain knowledge by representing it in popular terms and familiar metaphors.
As this incident illustrates, in some technical writing situations, subject matter experts, under the influence of modernist dualisms, neither understand nor appreciate the knowledge technical writers possess. When people do not understand something, they domesticate what they do not understand by inserting it into their own interpretive frameworks. When such domestication happens, alien spaces and subjectivities are evaluated according to the standards of normality within the dominant community (in this case, that of the subject matter experts), and the alien space is usually constructed as the "other." Said (1979) , who has theorized the "othering" process in detail, argued that the other is really a construct that represents those aspects of subjectivity that people in the dominant discourse community do not want to see in themselves. In the case of profiteering European colonizers of the 19th and 20th centuries, in contrast to altruistic Europeans like religious missionaries who did much good in places like India (see Jeyarai, 2003) , it meant that Europeans who colonized other parts of the world constructed Asians and Africans as exotic creatures possessing qualities that they did not wish to acknowledge in themselves. Othering is, therefore, the dominant community's representing of the alien as essentially abnormal.
Consequently, the othering process is a process that can be used to exercise power. As Foucault (1980) pointed out, all aspects of discourse production are complicit in the production of power. Every representation is also a rhetorical move resulting in the gain or loss of power or the reaffirmation of existing power relations.
2
In an ideal world in which power relationships are dialogic, all relationships will have an equal amount of give-and-take from both sides, resulting in perfectly balanced power relationships. But we know that we do not live in an ideal world, and the exercise of power in relationships is often unbalanced. Especially in the context of technical documents in which various interests converge, document production instantiates the power struggles between these interests. So, othering is not just a simple case of attempting to understand the alien. It is also the process by which one group of people dominates another group by constructing essentialist representations of the other group. When we essentialize, we assume that a certain group of people inherently possesses certain characteristics. For instance, when colonizing Europeans essentialized the colonized, the colonizers assumed that they were wiser than the colonized and that they would need to rule the colonized. Similarly, in situations in which subject matter experts as native informants marginalize technical writers, subject matter experts essentialize technical writers, assuming that because they are experts, they are more knowledgeable than technical writers are.
The process of othering is usually driven by both conscious and unconscious motives. Even if the dominant group members really enjoy the power they have over those in the othered group, they may not be willing to acknowledge openly their enjoyment because wielding power this way is unethical. Instead, they may give altruistic reasons to justify their othering. Thus, European colonizers justified their colonization by claiming that they had to bring good government to the colonized. Similarly, at a conscious level, subject matter experts engaged in othering may justify their behavior by giving altruistic purposes as their motives for engaging in this process. They may argue that they do not want to give technical writers rhetorical authority because their own epistemic responsibility as experts requires them to have more authority. They may not be conscious that their behavior is a form of colonization.
Thus, the technical document becomes a site in which the discursive framework allows othering to happen. Technical documents need to be produced in order to, for example, provide directions to nonspecialist audiences. Ideally, such documents should become a common ground between different groups of people such as producers and users. But when the technical writer collaborates with the subject matter expert to produce such documents, it often becomes a contested site where the subject matter expert gains power whereas the technical writer loses it. Hence, when subject matter experts marginalize technical writers by othering them, they attribute to technical writers qualities that they do not wish to see in themselves. As I have already pointed out in quoting Brown (1996) , many subject matter experts do not wish to see themselves as doing work that is rhetorical. Anything rhetorical, for many such experts, is the antithesis of the specialized knowledge they value.
Believing they have ownership over content, subject matter experts in many technical writing situations continue thinking in modernist terms, as native informants who are inspired individuals capable of exploring disciplinary content in epistemic ways-a capability that they do not feel technical writers possess. Hence, subject matter experts also do not realize that engaging technical writers as partners who are equal but different will have many benefits for them. For subject matter experts involved in such marginalizing situations, what technical writers do is not real authoring. With such thinking, they other those writers, constructing them as ignorant subjects. In contrast, subject matter experts, as those who embody and personify the discipline, believe that they have full mastery over content and, hence, are fully able to represent the discipline and appropriate its power. Their mastery over content enables them to become representatives of the discipline. Consequently, subject matter experts would create a discursive framework in which the discipline's discourse conventions could articulate themselves through their subjectivity without any resistance from the technical writers. Such authorship in various rhetorical situations only further reifies the way in which the subject matter expert marginalizes the technical writer.
A case in point is Jong's (2001) narrative about Dave's experiences with Bob and the other subject matter experts. In the following discussion that subject matter expert Bob and technical writer Dave have about error messages, Dave's knowledge of audience gets completely ignored:
When they got to his fifty-page appendix of error messages, Dave pleaded, "Is there any way to reduce the size of this list? Are users really going to see all these messages? Aren't some of them just for your own internal debugging?" Bob shook his head. "No, they're all needed. " (p. 123) Finally, at the end of their review meeting, Bob, the lead subject matter expert asks the following:
"Are there any more comments? Has everyone had a shot?" The other nodded. "All right. So when will you have these changes in? We go to the test sites in three weeks."
Dave rolled his eyes. "I'll do the best I can, but these are massive revisions. I'll have to take a chainsaw to the book. It'll look pretty [bad] ." "Don't worry about it," Bob reassured him. "Nobody reads manuals anyway. " (p. 124) What we notice here is not just an othering of Dave but also an othering of writing itself as a discipline. Knowledge of writing and rhetoric has been so devalued that, in this extreme case, the written product has little value.
In many cases of such devaluation, the written product itself becomes, in comparison to the product it describes, of so little value that subject matter experts do not even take the time to give technical writers the basic information necessary for writing the document. As a result, in some cases, subject matter experts treat technical writers so desultorily that they do not "return review copies of documents or answer questions in a timely fashion, and don't seem to realize that this is something they need to do because the writer's needs are just as real as everyone else's" (Lee & Mehlenbacher, 2000, p. 546) . Or, as another technical writer put it, subject matter experts "think I'm stupid just because I'm not a programmer" (p. 546). Winsor (1993) too found that for subject matter experts, "the meaning is encoded in the object itself" (p. 188), and hence, the products should speak for themselves. The modernist separation of form and content devalues writing and eventually leads to the belief that content-the object, unmediated by culture-should speak for itself, making written products themselves of little value.
As a result of their modernist assumptions, subject matter experts do not really acknowledge the usefulness of liminal knowledge and the epistemic potential of rhetoric. As native informants, subject matter experts define specialization as focusing on a certain content area. They do not understand that rhetoricians can be skilled in categories of knowledge without necessarily knowing the content of the rhetoric in the way a subject matter expert or a native informant would. Winsor (1994a) explained that two uses of "invention" refer respectively to generating knowledge in order to produce prose and to generating knowledge as a result of producing prose. . . . Invention is also used to mean an innovative technical artifact or process by which it is created. (p. 228) But just as profiteering colonizers ignored many of the positive aspects of the colonized cultures or viewed many of those aspects negatively, subject matter experts either ignore or denigrate the liminal knowledges technical writers offer. Frustrated at not being able to use her liminal knowledge, Hoeniges (2001) complained to her company owner:
There is a lot of talk around here of teams and teamwork, but it seems to me that it is just a bunch of lip service to an ideal that just isn't happening. Often, my role on the so-called team is to "fix" something that the programmer already wrote or to do some kind of grammar magic. (p. 54) After experiencing discourtesy from a subject matter expert (unanswered e-mails, ditched appointments, etc.), another technical writer felt literally like the alien, exotic, marginalized other: "I felt like one of those Asian beetles that found its way to the Midwest suburbs of America-unwanted and definitely where I didn't belong" (Potts, 2001, p. 31) . In contrast, subject knowledge is valorized, as the words of a project manager would suggest: "The time spent helping nontechnical people was a waste of time, not to mention a waste of money. The less time spent on coding, the less likely the programmer would meet the software release dates" (Staley, 2001, p. 104) .
Hence, many subject matter experts may not realize that knowledge production, even when it involves technologies based on hard sciences, does not always have to discuss complex equations and theorems. Technology, when it is produced and used in public discourse, has social ramifications, and the way in which technology becomes a part of a forum's discursive practices is a huge area of study. This aspect of technological knowledge is important for the producers of technical documents because these are the documents that introduce technologies into public discourse. Technical writers, as liminal subjects, have the potential to bring their liminal knowledge of rhetoric as well as their liminal understanding of users' needs and the subject matter to make texts that are dialogically liminalthat incorporate the interests and perspectives of subject matter experts, corporations, and users alike.
In studying the various pressures that affect technical texts, we can see that the need for dialogic liminality is foregrounded again and again. Liminality can be dialogic in foregrounding the interests of all parties involved in the text and not just one party. One such pressure that affects technical texts can be inferred from the following advice found in a technical writing textbook: "A good user manual keeps overhead to a minimum" (Slatkin, 1991, p. 2) . In the same author's view, manuals should achieve the following objectives: "Your products will be easier to sell because the manual will show customers how your product is the solution to one of their problems. An easy-touse solution increases customer satisfaction, reduces customersupport costs, and promotes repeat business" (p. 3). Because companies exist to profit their owners and shareholders and to offer service to customers, the purpose of these documents is to both serve people and make a profit for the organization.
Caught between the demands of the company and the needs of customers, writers working for organizations are constantly faced with numerous pressures as they create various documents. They have to decide what interests to foreground and to what extent those interests should be foregrounded. Examples of conflicting interests at work can be seen in the tragedies of the Challenger Space Shuttle and the Three Mile Island accident. Such cases presented an ethical dilemma: "You cooperate with the company [and hence risk behaving unethically], or you act like a hero and blow the whistle [and risk losing your job]" (Porter, 1992, p. 130) . In Porter's view, "inadequate composing practices can cost" companies "a lot of money and get them in a lot of trouble" (p. 136). He argued that writers should, on their own, in both the "design" and "invention" phase, "review documents" by seeking "alternative perspectives" (p. 137). Furthermore, "collaboratively, writers can make sure that the corporate composing process itself allows for diversity and critique throughout the document development process" and not wait until the document is fully developed before showing it to the company's legal eagles (p. 137). Technical writers, as rhetoricians who have liminal knowledges and are knowledgable in writing, would be invaluable in helping organizations make these choices. Knowledge of writing blurs "disciplinary boundaries" and "demand[s] a constant pushing against disciplinary barriers, a constant invitation to other fields to add insights and help build satisfactory answers to our questions" (Lunsford, 1991, p. 9) . Lee and Mehlenbacher (2000) summarized Tomasi and Mehlenbacher's views on the relationship technical writers and subject matter experts should have:
Ideally, SMEs and technical writers will respect the professional knowledge and skills that their colleagues bring to each project. If research on the importance of multidisciplinary perspectives in the design of effective projects suggests anything, it reinforces the importance of the SME and the technical writer working as a team to build complete, userready products and product support. (p. 549) But the form-content binary, by making content autonomous from language, also separates the vital way in which culture has a bearing on the production and use of technologies. Therefore, a huge need exists to produce socially epistemic knowledge by analyzing the discursive practices in which technology is enmeshed.
But in the absence of the self-reflexiveness that results from producing such socially epistemic knowledge, representing subject matter experts as the embodiment of the organization's disciplinary self produces terministic screens that filter the way in which subject matter experts' actions will be viewed. On one hand, these terministic screens make all their actions seem to be the right actions because these are actions that are the product of a selfhood that is an extension of the organization's disciplinary selfhood. Viewing character through terministic screens prevents people from understanding the complex nature of subjectivity. Some aspects of the subject matter experts' subjectivity may contradict each other; in examining character through a terministic screen, people tend to filter out these contradictions. That is why, despite not being able to put a byline on various discoveries, subject matter experts, as native informants, still define themselves based on modernist notions of individualistic authorship. Through this process, subject matter experts preserve their rhetorical authority as guardians of the discipline, an attitude that is similar to those found in colonizing contexts. Colonizers believed that Western values were always superior and that they fully embodied Western values. As those who fully represented good values, they also felt that they could not be criticized.
In contrast, technical writers are expected to fashion themselves to be whomever subject matter experts want them to be, as this quote from a major technical writing textbook illustrates:
For our purposes let us define role as those aspects of a writer's personality and experience that are brought to bear on a given document; that is, your role as a writer is a subset of your total self. As a writer of technical documents, you may play the role of scientist, analyst, researcher, critic, engineer, designer, or advocate. (Emerson, 1987, p. 26) Technical writers are asked to efface their previous subjectivities and fashion themselves in the image of the content specialists. But doing so does not mean that technical writers become professionals in those disciplines; rather, it means they give up their authorship to the experts from those disciplines. Slatkin (1991) further suggested that writers
• Ask an expert to recommend journals, textbooks, or summaries • Ask an expert to recommend videos or training courses • Conduct subject-matter interviews with experts, focusing on how their information applies to the manual you have to create
• Plan to have subject-matter expert available to answer questions as needed throughout the project. (p. 42)
None of these suggestions call for a dialogic exchange with subject matter experts in which technical writers, with their rhetorical knowledge, are able to have critical discussions on the subject matter from a rhetorical perspective. Hence, in reality, technical writers are expected not just to efface their own subjectivity by ignoring their dialogic understanding of the workings of rhetoric but to accept completely the disciplinary perspectives and do whatever they can to strengthen those perspectives. These expectations represent an othering process in which technical writers often become caricatures of the ideal subject matter expert. When someone has been turned into a caricature, that person's entire character is viewed from a disempowered perspective because people's ideological terministic screens devalue the person who has been turned into a caricature. People may become caricatures within communities if they have violated the community's value system or if they come from a different value system. In the case of technical writers, because they do not bring specialized disciplinary knowledges, they are viewed as ignorant-except in their ability to punctuate. Consequently, the value of their rhetorical knowledge is filtered out by the community's terministic screens.
This othering process displays the ambivalence that Bhaba (1994) claimed characterized colonial discourse. According to Bhaba, colonial discourse, while shaping the subjectivities of the colonized, created for the colonized models of subjectivity they were supposed to emulate. Although Bhaba did not distinguish between the colonized elites and the colonized nonelites, his idea of the colonized imitating the colonizer can shed some light on how content specialists margin-alize technical writers and audiences. This notion of the colonized imitating the colonizer applies to the relationship of technical writers to subject matter experts. But because the colonizer always wants to be in a position of power, the colonized, however hard they may try, can never be fully like the colonizer. There is always a gap between the colonizer and the colonized because the colonized will always be an imperfect reflection of the colonizer. That also seems to be the case with technical writers. In attempting to be all that each organization wants them to be, technical writers may end up writing like engineers or producing the sort of writing important for each organization. But however well they may do this task, they can never acquire the rhetorical authority of subject matter experts such as engineers because they are not engineers. Pratt (1991) introduced the idea of a "contact zone," referring to "social spaces where cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other, often in contexts of highly assymetrical relations of power" (p. 35). Contact zones, according to her, while producing such dialogic "literate" arts as "autoethnography, transculturation, critique, collaboration, bilingualism, mediation, parody, denunciation, imaginary dialogue, [and] vernacular expression," can also end up producing other perilious results such as "miscomprehension, incomprehension, [or] dead letters" (p. 37). I argue that technical writing situations are "contact zones" because they bring together various interests (e.g., those of manufacturers, buyers, technical writers).
DECONSTRUCTING SUBJECT MATTER EXPERTS' TECHNOPHILIA THROUGH LIMINAL PRACTICE BY WRITING FOR DUMMIES
Henry (2000) made suggestions for making such technical writing contact zones dialogic. One possibility for intervening in technical writing processes and for producing change would be to influence students who enter our technical writing classrooms with the hope that eventually these students will carry out the goals of such interventions in the workplace. In addition, Redish (1995) and Pieratti (1995) have pointed out positive outcomes and interventions that are possible when technical writers are allowed to have a voice in their work situations. I argue that if technical writers can form coalitions with publishers, subject matter experts, and higher level manage-ment by showing these people how better writing can also improve company finances, they can make writing more situated to users' needs and, in doing so, also make subject matter experts aware of the importance of using rhetorical knowledge to improve documentation. Rutten (2001) illustrated this point well in describing how a product accompanied by well-written documentation sold well:
Sales had exceeded expectations. . . . The head of marketing began openly thanking various staff members for their hard work and dedication. . . . Then the attention was suddenly on me.
Apparently both new and old customers were absolutely amazed with the new documentation. It actually contained information they wanted, and it was usable and easy to read. The documentation was not only a big hit, but also it was a critical factor in the software's new ranking as a leading CAD package. (p. 43) Another example of such an intervention in which technical writers have been able to exercise their rhetorical skills can be seen in the texts in the series of books for "dummies," a series quite popular with many ordinary people. A text such as Word 2000 for Windows for Dummies (Gookin, 1999 ) is a liminal text that makes an attempt to be more situated and responsive to users' interests and needs. By positioning itself as a book for dummies, this text attempts to show an awareness of audience that many texts do not. The text for dummies at least tries to define its audience and does not try to be all things to all users. It makes clear that it is focused primarily on the struggling user, which is why it candidly claims that it does not, for instance, deal with a topic like macros, which, it argues, is beyond its scope. It claims that because Word is "a massive program," we do not "need to know everything about Word to use it" (p. 1). This book promises readers that they will not know "all the command options, all the typographical mumbo-jumbo, or even all those special features" (p. 1) that may terrify the average user. By making these claims, the book also tells the reader that it is not an advertisement for Word. Thus, the manual for dummies intervenes, rhetorically, as a critique of the subject matter expert's technophilia.
The narrative in Word 2000 for Windows for Dummies (Gookin, 1999 ) also adopts rhetorical features that foreground readers' interests. For example, in addition to the steps it gives readers to follow for doing a certain task, it uses four icons to indicate to readers other categories of information that it offers them. Those categories are "helpful tips or shortcuts," "reminder[s] to do something," "nerdy information" they could use to impress others at cocktail parties, and "reminder[s] not to do something" (p. 5). Although Microsoft Press's publication on the same software application program (Microsoft Word 2000 similarly adds to the main narrative categories such as "tip" or a section for "quick reference" detailing the important steps for a task, the categories provided in the text for dummies better foregrounds the users' interests by making clear that some of the information about Word is not essential for users. In doing so, it refuses to praise unsituated product design and features that are not important or are confusing.
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These categories do not just enable the reader to sift through the information. They also point out to readers that some aspects of the technology may be poorly designed. We may argue over whether some of these features are nonessential or confusing, as the book claims, but the fact that the narrative is willing to point to these potential inadequacies indicates to the reader that certain aspects of the technology may be difficult to master through no fault of their own.
Finally, other rhetorical features in this book indicate that the author is trying to use his knowledge of rhetoric to good effect. Within each chapter, the author uses other rhetorical features that make it more user-friendly. One such rhetorical feature, for instance, is its use of humor:
It not only shows that the writer is sympathetic to the user's situation . . . but also, by emphasizing the difference between how the user would "normally" read the term and how the term applies to computers, it enables users to recognize that a shift in commonsense [to deal with the anxieties about technology] is required. (Cooper, 1996, p. 402) In other words, according to Cooper, rhetorical features such as humor enable users to understand technology from their perspective-that is, taking their side on how the technology is viewed-and, by doing so, reframe their views of technology so that they can enjoy using technology productively. Besides, humor helps people to relax, and using humor in a narrative on a technical topic can make the narrative more readable. For instance, warning readers about carelessly using a certain feature, the author of Word 2000 for Windows for Dummies gave the following advice:
If you press Ctrl+Alt+-(hyphen) in Word, the mouse pointer changes to a thick, horizontal line. That line is the menu item removal cursor. Just choose any menu item and-thwooop!-it's gone, deleted, zapped, dead. And there's no way to get that menu item back, either. Deadly! Scary! Not even Rod Serling could dream up something that bizarre. (Gookin, 1999, p. 356) Excerpts such as this one indicate that the writer is attempting to construct a liminal narrative because, by attempting to use humor, the writer displays an understanding of the rhetoric users are familiar with in public discourse and attempts to interwine this rhetoric with the disciplinary rhetoric of applied computer science. The liminal rhetoric referring to Rod Serling probably both brought a smile to users' faces and clearly illustrated for them the idea by enabling readers to use their cultural knowledge to map their understanding of this feature in Word. Such features involving humor give the author both a voice and style, an indication that he has established a link with his audience (Dobrin, 1989, p. 103) .
We could argue that the book for dummies was able to be dialogically vulnerable about the technology partly because it had an empowered liminal technical writer. The writer of this narrative, although he considered himself a "computer guru," is not a guru in the sense of being a subject matter expert such as a programmer. On the contrary, the book claimed that he is not a subject matter expert but was "slave labor in a restaurant." He also described himself as someone who, with a "flair for fiction," has "self-taught knowledge of computers." Consequently, the writer became like many technical writers, "a ghostwriter at a computer book publishing house" (p. v). Thus, as an empowered technical writer, we could argue that this writer was a computer guru in the sense that he attempted to find out what ordinary users needed to know about computers. I am not arguing that this book enacts all the rhetorical changes that theorists such as Mirel, Feinberg, and Allmendinger (1991) suggested manuals should make in order to help users. For instance, like many other manuals, the text for dummies also offers steps prescriptively and does not attempt to produce a narrative that treats users as active learners. But through the use of the rhetorical features I have described, it indicates that it is trying to situate itself to the users' needs. In doing so, it also attempts to avoid being insensitive to users by, ironically, positioning itself as a text for dummies.
CONCLUSION
Rhetorical authority in technical writing is based on a combination of logos and ethos. When authors are valorized, their valorization makes an appeal to the audience's pathos. Audiences feel happy that they have this famous human being speaking and theorizing those topics that are important to them. The author's ethos is so important for the audience that if the audience were to perceive the author's ethos positively, they may give the author rhetorical authority whether it is warranted or not. In the case of many Indian postcolonial theorists such as Spivak (1986) , part of the pathos comes from the belief that the rhetor, in coming from a colonized context, is also necessarily marginalized. This belief in the rhetor's subalterneity, therefore, becomes an ethos creator that constructs a positive view of the rhetor and vouches for the speaker's competence and trustworthiness. Thus, someone like Spivak, an elite Brahmin belonging to India's highest caste in India's racist, caste-ridden culture, has rhetorical authority in Western contexts partially because of her scholarship and partially because of the perception that she is a marginalized subject from a colonized context. Whether or not Spivak, as an elite Brahmin who takes the Brahminical position that subalterns cannot speak, is truly qualified to be the subject matter expert on postcolonial subalterns, Western audiences give her rhetorical authority because of their positive understanding of her ethos.
In technical writing, instead of the valorized author representing the discourse, the discourse ostensibly speaks for itself, and the author's character itself is mostly irrelevant. Whereas content specialists assume rhetorical authority by becoming the discourse itself, technical writers, because they are often turned into caricatures, lose rhetorical authority. Hence, despite deserving authority as rhetoricians, technical writers, in contrast to elite postcolonial subject matter experts, have not been able to exercise the same agency as subject matter experts. Here subalterneity, as an ethos creator, disempowers technical rhetors and makes them be perceived as ignorant and untrustworthy. By foregrounding their liminal identity, however, technical writers may convince subject matter experts to form new perceptions of their subjectivities that resist the marginalization of the colonial discourse to which technical writers are often subjected.
NOTES
1. Because I had access to these data as a result of being involved in informal research, I did not get permission from this company to use these data specifically for public analysis. Hence, I have taken the liberty to narrate this experience anecdotally without being able to do close readings of these texts, readings that would further flesh out the complex discursive interplay in this situation. I also did not have access to the subject matter experts involved in this project, so I cannot explain whether they had valid grounds for believing that content was trivialized in this document.
2. Critical theory does not take into consideration concepts like love while analyzing discursive frameworks. Discursive practices are organized and motivated by power, and in such a world, all representations and rhetorical moves should result in changes or reaffirmations of the power equations of that discursive context.
3. I realize that such texts may actually be responsible for enabling the sales of products not well designed and, hence, may be serving the product producer's interests by popularizing the product, but my point is that in terms of the rhetoric, at least there is a semblance of concern that the user has some needs and that those needs are urgent and need to be considered.
